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PO BOX 442 , Franklin, NH 03235 $. , .,. < -  r 

November I ,  2005 11:30AM 

Senator Judd Gregg 
US. Senate 
393 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to &le information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Heyes 

CC: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 1,2005 11:03 AM <- 
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Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mral consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Novak 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



William Lewis \ J 

5595 Canbou Trail, Stevenswlle, Ih 49@?33KY'* 

November 1,2005 1125  AM 

Representative Fred Upton 
U .S. House of Representatives 
2 183 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Upton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the hnd  as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have'a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you €or your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

William Lewis 

. ,  cc: 
The Federal Communications Cammission 
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November 1.2005 ll:42AM .( .- 

Representativelane Evans 
US. House of Representativeo 
'2211 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington,DC'2#315-01 

SuLject Re: FederalState Joint BMrd on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Evans: 

I have Serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collection method toa monthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituents,indudingme,my friends,femily andneighbors. 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchangepxopedhq theFCC. 

As you know, USFiscurrently col lectedonarevenuehis .  Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflat fee, that meanstbatsomeonewhousmonethousandminutesamonthoflongdistance,pays thesame 
amount intothe Lndassommnewhouses.erominutesaf longdistanceamontb Constituentswhouse theirlimitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelongdistanceusen,li~etudentrprepaidwi~eleesuSe~~.a,Jeniorciti~nsandlow- 
income residential and mral  consumem, to eive up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on theix hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from k g h  volume to low-volume usen is radical and unnecemq.  1. addition. it would have a 

hihlq detrimental effect on small businesles all across America 
TheK~pUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIama member, keepsmeinfomedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettenandup 
todate  information on their website, including links to FCC infOm8tiOn. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "p..~ along'th- fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchareaedfaidy. If theFCCeoestoanumhem taxed,myaervi~ewillcostmore. AndaccordingtotheCoalitiou'~~-nt 
m~tings,withtopFCCotfici~s,theFCChaaplanJtochangetoaflat feesystem-nandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito2.developmentson theissueandcontinue tospr-dtheword tomymmmunity. 1 r w p e s t  youpaw 
alonamyconcernstotheFCCon mybebalf,lettingthem k.owh-aflatfeetaxcoulddisp~o~~ionately affect th-in your 
constituency. 

~ a ~ k y o u f o , y o u ~ = o ~ t i ~ u e d - ~ k a ~ d l l ~ k f o ~ a ~ d  tohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Do% Kepple 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
511 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, E€ 20510-0001 

SubjectRe:Federal-State Joint Boardon UnivenalServ+eCCDocket !Xi-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I haw serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Cornmimion; (FCC) position to change the U a i v e r d  Seryice 
Fund (USF) collection methcd toa monthly flat fee. Many of your constituent% induding me, my friends, family and neighbom, 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change pxoped by the FCC. 

Asqou know, USFiscurrently col lectedonarevenuehis .  Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. U theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflat fee, that meansthat Jomeonewhouaeao.ethousandminutesamo.thof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thetundasaomeonewhouses.erominutesd long distancea month. Gnstituentswhouse theirlimited resources 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

AIIat fee taxcouldcamemany low-wlumelong distanceuae~~likestudents,p~epaidwirelseauae~~,aeniorciti~ensandlow- 
income residential and mzal consumem, to 6ive up their phone due  to un&ord&le monthly inn- on their bills. Shdting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfrombhvolume tolow-~lumeuaePj~IadiCdrlandunnae~ry.  I n a d d i t i o n , i t w o u l d h a  
hi&ly detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,ofwhichIam ame&r. keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmontUy newslettersandup 
to date information on their wehite, including links toFCC information. While I am aware that federal law doe. not require 
companies torecover,or "passa1ong"thesefees totheircustomem, thereality is that they do. ~aaonsumerIwouldiikeensure1 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCg- toanumbers taxed.my servicewillcoat more. Andaccordingto theCoalitionbrecent 
meetingswith top FCCofficiala, theFCC has plans tochange toaflat feesystemscanandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopment~on theissueandcontinue tospreadtheword tomgmmmunity. Ireguest youpass 
alongmyconcernsto theFCCon mybskalf,lettingthem k.owbowaflatfeetaxcoulddispro~~ionately affect th-in your 
constituency. 

Thank~ouIo~yourcontinuedwo~kandIlookforward toheoringabout y o u r p i t i o n o n  thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Conait Conawaq 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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November 30,2005 11:27 PM 

Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my tiiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Nemish 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Representative Duke Cunningham 
US. House of Representatives 
2350 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washiaton,  DC20515-ooO1 

Subjeci: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC m e t  96-45 

Dear Representative Cunningham: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commisaions' (KC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)mllection method t o a  monthly fiat fee. Many of gourconstituenta,including me, my friends,family andneighbors 
will be negatively impacted hg the unfair change propxed hq the FCC. 

Asqou knnow,USFisNnentlycollatedonaI.evenuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothergatem. If theFCCchanges 
that sgstem toaf la t fee , that  means thetromwnewhouaesonethousandminutesamonthoflongdi.tance,pays thesame 
amount into thefundaaromeonewhousesrerominutesof long distanceamontb Constituentswhouse their limited resources 
wiselq should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distnnceuselqlilcestudenta,prepaidwirelesausers,seniorciti~nsandlow- 
income residential and rural consumem to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly incream on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnffessary. 1. addition, it would have a 
hi&g detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- America 
TheKeepUSFFai~CCoalition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on their weboite. including l i n b  to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
compa~i~torscwe,,o~"pas9along"the3efeestotheircustomers,thereality is that they do, AsaconsumerIwouldl~~e~sureI 
amchaigedfaidy Il theFCCgoea toanumbers tmed.my servicewillcost more. Andamordingto theCoalitionbrecent 
meetingswith topFCCoffictals, t h e K C h a s p l a n s  tochange toaflat feesystemsoon andwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theisaueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest youpam 
along my concemstotheFCConmybshalf,letting themk~owhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~oportionatelyaffat thosein your 
constituencg. 

Tha.k youforyourcontinuedwo~kandIlmkfonvard tohearing &ut you'paeitiononthismatter 

Sincerely, 

b a n t h a  Grainger 

EC: 

TheFederal Communications Commission 

, i .  . < $ ,  , 3 . '  



Uearut.na,or\AYaiii.. 

I have serious concern8 regarding the Federal Communications G m m i n i  (KC)pxition to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collectionmethodtoamonthly f k t  fee .  Manyodyourconstituent~includingme,myfriends,family andnei&brs, 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

Asyouknow,USFiscurrentlycollectedonare~nuebasis. Peoplewhouaemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that systemtoaflatfee,that means that sommnewhousesonethousandminutesamonthoflongdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into thefundassommnewhousesre~ominutesof longdistanceamonth. Comtituentswho- their limitedr-rceo 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat  fee taxmuldcawemany low-wlumelongdistanceusers,likestudenkprepaidwi~eleanuaers,aeniorcitiEena andlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to uaffordable monthly increases on their bib. Shifting 
thefundingburdenoftheUSFfromhghwlumetolow-volumeuserais~adicalandunn~. Iaaddition,itwouldhavea 
hah ly  detrimental effect on small hwineseo all across America 
TheKeepUSFFairCmlition,ofwhichIamamember,k~~meinformedabout theUSFimewithmonthly newsletters a n d u p  
todateinformationon theirwsbaite,indudi~glinlw toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federallawdoes not require 
companiestoI.ecave~,o~'paJsalong"thesefees totheircustomerathereality is thatthey do. AaaconsumerIwouldlikeepaureI 
amchargedfaidy. IftbeFCCgoe. toanumberstaxed,my servicewillcost more. Andaccording totbeCoalitionbrecent 
meetingawithtopFCCofficials,theFCChasplanrtochangetoaflat feesystemMlonandwithoutlegislation. 

lwillcontinue tomonitol.developmentson theissueandcontinue tospread the word tomy community. Irequest  you^ 

alo~myconcemstotheFCConmybehaUlettingthemknowhowa~at feetaxcoulddispro~~ionately affectthmein your 
constituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIIwkforwardtohearingaboutyour~tionont~matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc. 

The Federal Communications Commission 
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403 S. Blackhwf St., Wapakoneta. OH 45895 I - 

Senator Mike DeWine 
USSenate 
140RusseU Senate OlficeBuilding 
Washington, DC 2051O-oOo1 

Subject. Re. Federal-State Joint Bmrd on Uo*ezsal Service CC Docket 96-45 

h i  Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederal Communicationa Commission; (FCC)psition to change the L i v e d  Senice 
Fund (USF)collection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of y o u l . c o n s t i ~ e n t s , i n c l u ~ m e ,  mq friendrfamily andneighbors 
willbenegatively impactedby theudairchangepropxedby theFCC. 

Asqou know,USFiscurrently col lectedonarevenuehis .  Peoplewhouemozepay moreintothesystem. IftheFCCchanges 
thatsystemtoaflatfee, that means that someonewhousegonethourendminutesamonthoflongdistance,paysthereme 
amount into thefund~someonewhousea~romioutesof longdistanceamonth. ConstituentswhouPe theirlimited resources 
w i d q  should not be penalized for doiw so 

A flat fee tax muld cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wirelelees users, senior citizens and low- 
inmme xesidential and ~ r a l  Consumers, to give up their phones due to undfordable monthly increases on their b i b .  Shifting 
thefunding burdenof theUSFfromhighvolumetolow-volumeusernisI.adicalandunnffesnanl. Inaddition,itwouldhawa 
highly detrimental effect on small businems all acroanherica. 
~eKeepUSFFairGalition,of whicbIamamember,keeplmei.formedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newsletternandup 
todate  informationon thei~webdite,indudinglinlu toFCCinformation. While1 amaware that federal lawdoesnot require 
companies to recover, or "pm do@" these fees to theiz customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchar+pdfaidg. If theFCCgoea toanumbers taxed,mysenicewillcostmore. Andacmrding totheCmlition'srecent 
meetingswith topFCCofficials. theFCChasplans tochaogetoaflatfeesystemswnandwithoutl~islation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitoidevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tosproadthewordtomy mmmunity. Irequest youp"s 
along my m~cernrtotheFCConmybehalf,lettingthem knowbowaflatfeetaxmulddirpropoltionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

~ a ~ k y o u f o r y o u r m ~ t i ~ u e d w ~ , k a ~ d I l w k f o ~ a z d  tohoaringabout yourpaaitionon thismatter 

Sincerely, 

Todd Neu 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commiuion 



Representative Ted Strickland 
U S  House of Representatives 
336 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Strickland: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my hehalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

georgr Watson 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commissicn 
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November 12005 1145 AM 

Representative Bill Delahunt 
US. House of Representatives 
2454 Rayburn House OfficeBuilding 
Washington, IX 20515-0001 

SuLject Re: Federal-State Joint Beud on Univenal Service CC Daket 96-45 

Dear Representative Delahunt 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commiariond (FCC) pasition to change the Universal Service 
Fund(USF)collectionmethodtoamonthly flat fee. Many of youl.constituents,includingme,my friendsfamily andneighbola, 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfa i rchangepropedby theFCC. 

As qou know, USF is cunently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pdy more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that system toa flat fee, that means that someonewhouses one thousandminutes amonthof long diatence,pays thesame 
amount intothe Lndassomeonewhouses~elr,minutesof longdistanceamonth Constituentswhousetheirlimitedi~our~es 
wisely .houldnotbepenali.edfo~doingao. 

Afla t  fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdistenceuseen,likeetudents,prepdidwirel~use~s,~niorcitilensandlow- 
income residential and mzal consumers, to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high wlume to low-volume users is radical and unn-rg. In addition, it would have a 
b h 1 q  detrimental effect on small husinsmesall acrw America. 
meKeepUSFFeirCoalition,of whichIam a me&r, k e e p m e  informedabout theUSFissuewithmoathly newlettersandup 
todate  informationon theirwekite, inclvding links toFCCinformation. WhileIamaware that federdlawd- not roquire 
companies to iemver. ox "pass along" thee f- to their matomen. the reality is that they do. kr a consumer I would like ensure I 
am charged fairly. If the  FCC goes to a numben tax& mg service will c o s t  more. And according to  the Coalition's recent 
meetingswithto~FCCofficials,therCChasplanstochangetoaflatfeesystemsoonandwithoutlegislatioa. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito*developmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadtheword tomg community. Izecpes t  you)x~8s 
along myconcerns totheFCConmy behalf,letting themk~owhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisp~o~rtionatelyaIfect th-in your 
constituency. 

ThanksouforqourcontinuedworkandIlookforwardtohoaringabout yourpasitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Neumann 

cc: 
The Federal Communicatiqy Copmission 
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November l, 2005 1131AM 

Senator Rick Santorum 
US. Senate 
511 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 2051CLoOo1 

SubintRe:Federal-State Joint Boardon UniversalServiceCCDocket 96-45 

Dear Senator Santorum: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' K C )  position to change the U n i v e d  Service 
Fu,d(USF)coUfftionmethod toamonthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituentsindudingme,myfriends,familyandneighbon, 
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As gou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more ~y more into the system. If the FCC chenges 
thatsystem toaf la t  fee.that meansthatsomeonewhouseuonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fundassomeone who- zerominutes of longdistanceamonth Conatituentswhouse theirlimited zesources 
wisely should not be p e n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflat  fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusera,likestudenta.p~~paidwirelesause~*,senior citirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due  to unaffordable monthly iacreasea on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unn-ry. In addition, it would have a 
h & l y  detrimental effect on small burinemsall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFai*Galition,of whichIamamembe,,keepsmeinfonoedabout theUSFissuewithmonthy newlettersandup 
to date  information on their wehi te ,  including l i n h  t oKC information. While I am aware that federal law does not r w i r e  
companies torecover,or"passalong"thesefeeatotheircustomers thereality is that they do. A3aconsumerIwouldl~eensureI 
amchareedfairlq. I f t h e F C C g o e s t o a n u m b e ~ j t ~ ~ m y s e ~ w i l l m s t m o i e .  ~ d a - ~ ~ g t o t h e C i o ~ ' * ~ ~ n t  
meetingswith topKCofficials  theFCChasplans tochange toaf la t  feesystemscanandwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinuetoJpr~dthewo~dtomycommunity. Irequest you pass 
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

~ a ~ k ~ , ~ u f ~ , y o u ~ c o ~ t i ~ u e d - ~ k a ~ d I l ~ k f o ~ a ~ d  tohearing about yourpxitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas Jugtka 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



, phi1 chappel c , ,  ,-. I , . ,  

4745 hampton drive , leesburgh, FL 35784 
. .". b 

-- . ~ .  ' . .. _-- 
November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, i f  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

phi1 chappel 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

- -  , ..I . --.I.__ ... .r -I.-- 



.(. . 3 , - -.,., 
James Meres 
523 Bryant Street, Ormond Beach, FL 32174 

November 1,2005 1059 AM 

Representative John Mica 
U.S. House of Representatives 
23 13 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deal -Or eesentative Mica: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they d o  As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely 

James Meres 

cc. 
The Federal Communications Conmission 



. .  . .  
Julie Deemer i 4 

2550 S .  Oliver #91 I , Wichita, KS 67210 i i :  . . : : : J ! n n i ;  E .. .I1> 

Senator Pat Roberts 
U.S. Senate 
109 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

November 1,2005 11.29 AM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my cornmunity. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Deemex 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



i 

Melissa Moore 1 

3384 Granary Rd , Seven Valleys, PA 17360-8802 
. -  

~ ,. . .. 

November 1,2005 10:48 AM 

Representative Todd Plans 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1032 Longworth House Oftice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Platts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends. family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Moore 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Michael A. Hernandez 

5232 Rosen Blvd. , Boynton beach, FL 33437 
i. 

November 30,2005 11:Ol PM 
Senator Bill Nelson 
US.  Senate 
716 Han Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

- ,-- ,- . 
~ 

-. Dear SenatL L+L?ISOII: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly denimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with montMy 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those ic you; constikncy. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael A. Hernandez 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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-i Ronald Jokiscb : .  , . .  
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-~'I.,~ ., ..._ . 
1389 Stonetree Dr , Troy, MI 48083 

November 1,2005 11:09 AM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stahenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Ronald Jokisch 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

4 ,  , . .  
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Thomas Lewandowski 
:,'. i '  ... 9,; )  1853 Desert Forest Way, Henderson, NV 89012 ? A . ? j  

Novsmber 1,2005 1039 AM 

Senator Harry Reid 
U.S. Senate 
528 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Reid: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Thomas Lewandowski 

cc: 
The Federal Communicatiorrs Commission 



;.6mily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the uafair h g e  proposed by the FCC. 

As you how, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who u8e their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system =on and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jo Beall 
, ' /  ' 

cc: . <  

The Federal Communication+s Cqmmissipq , . 
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Stephen Clark i 
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November 30,2005 1124 PM 

Representative Dan Burton 
US. House of Representat' 

my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfa 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who use8 one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the h d  89 someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Clark 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Gregory Coyle 
14 Ford Street, SanFrancisco, CA 941 14-2012 

November 1,2005 10:46 AM 

Representative Nancy Pelosi 
US.  House of Representatives 

Washington, DC 20515- 

I have scrious concerns regarding the Fe 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including .~ I ~~~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

my Wends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to u d o r d a b l e  monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according t0 the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
a f f e c t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued wok and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Coyle 

cc: 
The Federal Co&unications Commission 
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,"T.P p : f i ' (  nq"::3 I z . , * , , " - *  ..!. '_, .,,. Senator Debbie Stabenow 4 
U.S. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Buil 
Washington, DC 20510-00 

Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of y o k  constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

JILL O'CONNOR 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Gerald Frantz i _ _ "  ~ , $ . . I " - , ; .  . * \ ~  r 4634 Stockport Circle , Dublin, OH 43016 . ..., . ... . 

November 1,2005 10:42 AM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
US.  Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

oint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

~. -- .LY m- I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF !?om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does ndt require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gerald Frantz 
, .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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beth reimel 

1580 hillsboro ave. s.e. , grand rapids, MI 49546 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I haveserious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look foward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

beth reimel 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Cammission 
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